INTRODUCTION

This paper presents the latest version of the European Quality of Government Index ('EQI').
The data builds on previously published data from 2010 (Charron, Lapuente and Rothstein 2013; Charron, Dijkstra and Lapuente 2013) 1 . Based on the largest regionally-focused survey to date, collected in the spring of 2013, the EQI 2013 is draws on over 84,000 respondents in 212 NUTS 1 and NUTS 2 regions in 24 countries 2 . Together with national estimates from the World Bank Governance Indicators (Kaufmann, Kraay and Mastruzzi 2009), we report data on Quality of Government ('QoG') for all EU 28 countries, Turkey and Serbia, for a total of 236 political units 3 . In addition, we present survey data for 6 regions in Ukraine. The QoG questions are aimed at capturing average citizens' perceptions and experiences with corruption, and the extent to which they rate their public services as impartial and of good quality.
The EQI data is intended to provide scholars and policy makers with a more nuanced metric when comparing governance across political units in Europe and is the first to provide comparable QoG data that can be used to compare regions within and across countries. The 2013 data follows closely the method used to build the EQI in 2010, which has been published in several top journals (see Charron and Lapuente 2013 and Charron, Dijkstra and Lapunete 2013). The regional level data is comprised of 16 QoG-focused questions from our large citizen-based survey, which are aggregated to the regional level in each country. This report outlines the method of aggregation, weighting of variables, and the combination with national level QoG data. We present all regional and national level data used in the index so that scholars can replicate the data if they so choose, or use individual indicators that more suit their needs. For example, those interested in a particular public sector area, such as health care, education or elections, can reference individual question or aggregated indicators regionally. In addition, corruption perception and experiences are distinguished.
A thorough sensitivity test was performed on the data; whereby we 're-build' the EQI using alternative methods of weighting, aggregation and standardization of the data along with removing several demographic groups, such as men, certain income and education groups and people of various ages to test whether the data is sensitive or robust to certain changes. We summarize the findings of the sensitivity analysis here and provide some of the highlights in the appendix. While we provide an overview of the method and results, the information and analysis found here is far from exhaustive. For those interested, a much more thorough discussion of the method to build the EQI and external correlates of the index can be found in 4 . This summary paper is organized as follows: In addition to question specifically focused on regional QoG that are used to build the EQI 2013, there are several other questions in the survey that might be of scholarly interest, such as social trust, meritocracy perceptions, political ideology, and the extent to which corruption impacts voting for certain political parties 5 . The full data can be downloaded freely for both 2010 and 2013 at: http://www.qog.pol.gu.se/data/datadownloads/qogeuregionaldata/
Unit of analysis
The data here is unique in that the primary goal of the EQI is to provide scholars and policy makers with a comparable metric of QoG to compare sub-national (and national) level political and/or statistical units within and across countries in Europe. While the EQI in 2010 provided data for 172 NUTS 1 and NUTS 2 regions, the EQI 2013 has expanded the sample to 206 NUTS 1 and NUTS 2 regions. Table 1 shows the countries and their respective NUTS region and number of total regions, and the total number of individuals sampled. *denotes a new country to the sample compared with EQI 2010.
ªIn the case of the Netherlands, the NUTS level is now level 2 as opposed to 1 in 2010.
ʰis not included in final EQI 2013 due to limited amount of regions represented, but full individual level data is available.
In addition to the countries and regions listed in Table 1 , we include all other smaller, EU28 countries in the total EQI data for which there are no NUTS 2 regions 6 6 These countries are Cyprus, Malta, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, and Slovenia.
The 2013 survey
The survey began during the month of February, 2013 and was conducted in the local majority language in each country/region. The results were returned to the Quality of Government Institute (Sweden), in April, 2013.
This project consists of a large international survey via telephone interviews, each of approximately 10 minutes in length, during which 32 questions were posed. The sample size of citizens in the survey was over 85,000 European wide. Moreover, the focus of the final data collected is aimed at the regional level. The survey selectively sampled 400-plus citizens per region, and thus the sample size per country will vary depending on the number of regions. The regional level for each country in the survey is based on the European Union's NUTS 7 statistical regional level and is as follows for the countries in the survey. The NUTS level for each country were selected with two factors in mind -the extent to which elected political authorities have administrative, fiscal or political control over one or more of the public services in question, and two, the price. In direct consultation with the EU Commission, the NUTS regions shown in the previous section in each country were selected on these bases.
To maximize regional variation on the QoG-oriented question in the survey, the services in question (education, health care and law enforcement) were selected instead of public services such as immigration, customs, military or courts, which are administered at the national level.
Two issues in the preparation of this study are worthy of mention here. First, in some areas, such as immigration, customs, defence or the judicial arena, we do not expect much variation from region to region within countries at all. Thus to maximize regional variation on the QoG-oriented question in the survey, we elected to limit the questions in the survey to only those policy areas that are most often either governed or administered by sub-national bodies. In the end, three policy areas were selected -health care, education and law enforcement.
The second issue to deal with is the fact that in some countries -such as Germany, Belgium, Italy or Spain -the regions that we are targeting in the questions are both politically and administratively meaningful. That is to say that these regional governments are elected by their local constituents, and that these governments have their own autonomous revenues (either from directly taxing citizens, or central government transfers or both) and have a degree of autonomy with which to redistribute resources in the form of public services. However, in more politically centralized countries, such as Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia or Portugal, this issue becomes more challenging. The regions that we are targeting (NUTS 1 or NUTS 2) while meaningful in the sense that EU development funds are targeted directly to them and that Eurostat reports annual data on them, they have in some cases been mainly an invention for EU statistical purposes, yet not politically meaningful. Therefore asking a respondent in some cases 'how would you rate the quality 'X' service in your region of 'Y'' might be very confusing, since respondents from countries like Hungary or Romania might not recognize that they are even living in region 'Y'. It can therefore be argued that the administrative and political responsibility of the regions in these three public services varies in different countries and thus this may be problematic for this data gathering. However this study argues otherwise, in that we attempt to capture all regional variation within a country and, as several other scholars have noted (e.g. Tabellini 2005) , there are numerous empirical indications and anecdotal evidence pointing out that the provision and quality of public services controlled by a powerful central government can nonetheless largely vary across different regions.
Thus to synthesize the survey and make the results as comparable between and within countries as possible, we ask respondents about questions focusing around three key concepts of QoG -the 'quality' of the services themselves, the extent to which they are administered 'impartiality' and extent to which 'corruption' exists in their area.
The E.U. regional survey was undertaken between 20 February, 2013, and 6 April, 2013 by Efficience 3 (E3), a French market-research, survey company specializing in public opinion throughout Europe for researchers, politicians and advertising firms. E3 conducted the interviews themselves in several countries and used sub-contracting partners in others 8 . The respondents, from 18 years of age or older, were contacted randomly via telephone in the local language.
Ideally, a survey would be a mirror image of actual societal demographics -gender, income, education, rural-urban, etc. However, we are not privy to exact demographic distributions; in particular at the regional level in most cases, thus imposing artificial demographic lines might lead to even more problems than benefits. We thus sought the next best solution. Based on their expert advice, to achieve a random sample, we used what was known in survey-research as the 'next birthday method'. The next birthday method is an alternative to the so-called quotas method. When using the quota method for instance, one obtains a (near) perfectly representative sample -e.g. a near exact proportion of the amount of men, women, certain minority groups, people of a certain age, income, etc. However, as one searches for certain demographics within the population, one might end up with only 'available' respondents, or those that are more 'eager' to respond to surveys, which can lead to less variation in the responses, or even bias in the results. The 'next-birthday' method, which simply requires the interviewer to ask the person who answers the phone who in their household will have the next birthday, still obtains a reasonably representative sample of the population. The interviewer must take the person who has the next coming birthday in the household (if this person is not available, the interviewer makes an appointment), thus not relying on whomever might simply be available to respond in the household. So, where the quota method is stronger in terms of a more even demographic spread in the sample, the next-birthday method is stronger at ensuring a better range of opinion. The next-birthday method was thus chosen because we felt that what we might have lost in demographic representation in the sample would be made up for by a better distribution of opinion.
Sample Demographics
In total, 85,210 respondents took part in the 2013 survey from 212 regions in 24 countries. Along with QoG and other questions of scholarly interest, we asked respondents several demographic questions. The summary is listed in Table 2 
Respondents' Personal Experience with Public Services in Question
Having direct contact with a service gives one's opinion credibility, in that one's perception is based on first-hand experience. In the first three question of the survey, we ask respondents if they have had any direct contact with education, health care or law enforcement in the past 12 months. We find similar results to the 2010 survey with respect to direct respondent experience with the services in their region. A vast majority of respondents (81.6%) have had direct contact with their health services, while 38.1% and 22% have had first-hand contact with education and law enforcement services respectively. In total, almost 90% of the respondents had direct contact with at least one services, while 44.2% at least two and almost 10% all three. 11.7% did not have firsthand contact with any of the three in the past year. 
The 16 QoG Related Questions and Regional Level Results
In questions 4-6, respondents rate the quality of their three public services in question on a scale of '0' (extremely poor quality) to '10' (extremely high quality): The next six questions try to capture the extent to which public services are delivered impartially in the regions of Europe. 'Impartiality' is admittedly a more complicated concept to put forth to respondents than 'quality', so we framed this question in two ways -with a more negative tone, and a more positive tone. In the first three questions (7-9), we asked citizens to rate whether they agreed that 'certain people' get special advantages when dealing with the public service in question from 0 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree). The second set of questions (10-12) asks respondents whether all people in their region are 'treated equally' by the service in question on a four point scale (1. Agree, 2. rather agree, 3. rather disagree or 4. Disagree). We use all six questions in the final index to allow for as much variation as possible while not letting either the 'positively' or 'negatively' framed question determine the impartiality data alone. We find that in education and health care, several regions in Turkey, along with Finland, Northern Italy and Netherlands, rate their services as the most impartial on the first set of questions. We see several Danish and Swedish; along with Rhineland-Palatinate in Germany rate their law enforcement most impartial, while respondents from regions in Serbia, Croatia and in particular, Ukraine, believe their services strongly favor certain individuals. The data show that the responses were more untied around impartiality in education services, whereas the variation is larger in health care and law enforcement, as shown by the standard deviation. In terms of the second set of impartiality questions, we find largely quite consistent results (correlations among the questions can be found in the appendix), in particular with the regions that rate their regional service least impartial. Among the top places, several Turkish regions drop below regions in the Netherlands and Denmark.
The next four questions deal with respondents' perception of the extent to which corruption is present in their public services, along with a general question of how often they believe that 'others in their area' use corruption to obtain public services. Again, perceptions may not capture the full story, however, as Kaufman et al (2009:3) argue "perceptions matter because agents base their actions on their perceptions, impression, and views", thus if citizens believe their public services are inefficient or corruption, they are less likely to use their services, likewise with foreign firms and investment in countries perceived to be plagued with problems of rent-seeking and public sector mismanagement. However, we complement these four questions with additional questions about respondents' actual experience with bribery later on. The first three questions are scaled as 0-10, with '0' being "strongly disagree" and '10' being "strongly agree". The fourth question constitutes a slight change from the previous 2010 round, whereby instead of asking citizens about 'how often others engage in bribery to obtain public services', we attempt to tap into a level of corruption that is higher than 'petty corruption', in that we ask respondents about corruption for 'special advantages'.
"Corruption is prevalent in my area's local public school system" (edcorr)
14. "Corruption is prevalent in the public health care system in my area" (helcorr) We find that respondents in the Danish, Finish and Irish, along with Northern Italy and Dutch, find that their services to be least corrupt, while Serbian, Greek, Romanian and Ukrainian respondents tended to perceive their services as most corrupt. In general, Europeans perceive their services to be fairly 'clean', in that the averages responses are under '5'. However, there are notable differences across the three sectors -education services are perceived to be the least corrupt, while health care and law enforcing are perceived are more so.
"Corruption is prevalent in the police force in my area" (lawcorr)
In your opinion, how often do you think other people in your area use bribery to obtain other special advantages that they are not entitled to? (0 never -10 Very frequently) (otherscorr)
In addition to corruption perceptions questions, we ask about citizens' direct experience with corruption.
'In the past 12 months have you or anyone living in your household paid a bribe in any form to: (a): Education services? (b): Health or medical services? (c): Police? d) any other public service? '(yes/no)' (bribe)
The results of these questions show that petty corruption for these public services is very geographically focused in certain areas in Europe and is most likely in the health care sector. We find that 5.9% of total respondents paid a bribe in some form to within the health care services in the past 12 months, while just 1.4% and 1.2% did so for education and law enforcement respectively. 1.7% said they paid a bribe in the past 12 months for 'another public service'. Figure 2 shows the regions where bribery occurred most I the past year according to the respondents in the survey. 
Figure 3: Proportion of Reported Bribery in European Regions
Finally, we ask about two other relevant regional aspects of QoG, namely the extent to which corruption is present in their area's elections and the respondents' trust in their area's media in reporting on matters of corruption in the public sector and among politicians. 
Brief Discussion of the Methods to Build the EQI
We begin by taking the country average from the World Bank's WGI data for four indicators: 'control of corruption', 'government effectiveness', 'rule of law' and 'voice and accountability' and combine the four into one composite index (equal weighting) 9 . The data is taken for the most recent year of publication (2011). Then, the combined WGI data is standardized for the EU sample. This figure is used as country's mean score in the EQI for all countries in the sample so as to combine those countries outside the survey with those in it as well as to 'anchor' the regional QoG estimates in a national context that is not captured by the regionally-based survey questions 10 . Table 7 shows the results of the latest national level WGI scores by country and indicator. The countries are in rank order and grouped together based on the result of a cluster analysis 11 of that grouped together countries that were most similar on the four individual WGI indicators. The scores are then added together (equal weighting) and then standardized within the sample of 30 European countries. As a point of reference, we also provide the rankchange from the 2010 EQI (which used 2008 WGI data)
We see five cluster groups in the data. The most difficult state to place was Croatia, as it could also belong to group 4, yet in the end was placed in group 5. We observe that the rank order of countries has not changed for most of the states in the sample, and most changes are only 1-2 places. Notable exceptions are Greece and Ireland, which fell four and three places respectively since the EQI 2010 (which used the latest published WGI data at that time, which was from 2008), and Belgium and Poland, which climbed three places each in the rankings. We then take the standardized sample mean for 2011 WGI data and set each country's national average as such. The regional data itself combines 16 survey questions about QoG in the region. The services in question are public education, public health care and law enforcement. The questions are centered on three QoG concepts: 'quality', 'impartiality' and 'corruption'. In building the regional index, we aggregated the 16 questions/indicators to three pillars based on factor analysis 12 ; labeled 'quality', 'impartiality' and 'corruption', then we averaged these three pillars together to form the final index figure for each region. After each 12 Results of the factor analysis can factor weights are found in the appendix 2, Table A .3 of this paper.
stage of aggregation, the data are standardized. For the seven EU28 countries outside of the regional survey, there is nothing to add to the WGI Country score, thus the WGI data is used as the QoG estimate alone, as regional variation is unobserved. With respect to countries with the regional data, we set the national average as the WGI and explain the within-country variance using the regional-level data.
The 'roadmap' so to speak of the aggregation process can be seen in Figure 4 Figure 4
To begin, we aggregate the individual scores ('survey question') to the corresponding regional level, so that each of the 16 questions in the index is now a regional 'indicator'. Factor analysis then groups the 16 indictors into more similar groupings, of which we find three (see Table 1a in the appendix). After normalizing each of the 16 indicators (through standardization) so that they share a common range, the 16 indicators are aggregated into the three groupings 'pillars'. The pillars are then aggregated into the regional index 13 . After each step of aggregation, the data is standardized 14 .
Next, we aggregate the regional QoG score for each of the countries included in the 2013 regional survey, weighting each region's score by their share of the national population. This figure is thus used to explain regional variation only within each country included (not absolute levels of QoG). We then subtract this mean score from each region's individual QoG score from the regional study, which shows if the region is above or below its national average and by how much. This figure is then added to the national level, WGI data, so each region has an adjusted score, centered on the WGI. It is worth mentioning that none of the regional variation from the regional index is lost during this merging process. The formula employed is the following:
where 'EQI' is the final score from each region or country in the EQI, 'WGI' is the World Bank's national average for each country, 'Rqog' is each region's score from the regional 13 Nardo et al. (2008) point out that when combining multiple indicators into a single index, the underlying data should be significantly correlated. We find that 98.5% of the pairwise correlations among the variables are significant and in the expected direction at the 99% level of confidence. We show the results in Appendix 2, Table A. 2. 14 Appendix 2 shows the correlations among the pillars and the full regional index along with a scatterplot of the most dissimilar two pillars (corruption and quality). All are highly correlated with each other and the index. survey and 'CRqog' is the country average (weighted by regional population) of all regions within the country from the regional survey. The EQI is standardized so that the mean is '0' with a standard deviation of '1'.
A full list of the EQI for 2013 for all countries and regions is located in Appendix 1. As in the results for 2010, we find that in several cases, the data show significant and wide variations in QoG within countries (Italy, Belgium, Turkey, Spain for example), while others show little to no variation in regional QoG (Denmark, Sweden, Netherlands, Slovakia).
Sensitivity and Robustness of the Data
Building a composite index with multiple variables requires many steps and decisions along the way, most of which are arbitrary. As the data is an index built on multiple underlying factors and indicators, we perform a wide array of sensitivity testing for both the national level WGI data as well as the regional scores.
For example, what if we had chosen factor weights instead of equal weighting? What if certain variables are removed or if we use an alternative method of standardization? What happens if we aggregate the data using a different method, say multiplying (geometric aggregation) the 16 indicators together rather than adding (arithmetic aggregation) them?
Further, we do not have perfect information as to the demographic make-up of each region in our sample, thus population weights by gender, age, income, etc. would be imposing a very arbitrary (and possibly quite misleading) constraint on the outcome of the index. Thus we elect to check for the sensitivity of the removal of certain demographic groups instead. If the rank-order of the regions changes drastically due to the removal of say, low income earners, than we know that regions where higher income earners are possibly over-sampled would have an advantage in the final index. Thus along with alternative weighting, aggregation, normalization methods and removal of individual indicators I the index, we removed certain demographic groups and re-aggregate the index, comparing with the final EQI 2013 in Figure  4 , comparing the two outcomes 15 .
We find that the results are highly robust and that the underlying individual indicators correlate strongly to one another, which is what we would expect based on the fact that they are all contributing to a shared, broad concept (QoG). A sensitivity and uncertainty test for the WGI national level data can be found in Charron (2010) . For the regional level sensitivity test for the 2013 data, (although admittedly no exhaustive) we run over 70 simulations whereby we alter aspects of the data during the building and aggregation process. The data proved to be highly robust to all alterations -in none does the Spearman Rank Coefficient drop below 0.91. We find the most sensitive regions to alterations to be several regions in Romania and Turkey. In Romania for example, most regions climb quite significantly in the rankings if aspects (or the whole pillar) or corruption is removed, meaning that they tend to score much higher on questions of quality or impartiality on average. This can be seen clearly in Figure A. 1. in Appendix 2, where Romanian respondents rate their public services as among the most corrupt in Europe while ranking them among the mean in terms of quality, demonstrating the importance of separating various concepts within the broad framework of measuring QoG.
In general, even for the most extreme scenarios, the median change in rank is less than 9 places (of a total of 206). A summary of the results of the sensitivity testing regional scores can be found in Appendix 3, where we highlight the most extreme scenarios from the sensitivity testing.
Confidence Intervals of the EQI 2013
As we reported for 2010, we construct margins of error for the regional estimates, similar to the authors of the WGI report 'margins of error' around each of the QoG variables that they publish annually. The idea is to construct a type of margin of error around the regional estimates so that we can say with some degree of certainty that region 'x's higher QoG score is in fact 'significantly' higher than region 'y's score.
As noted, the regional QoG index is based on data from a randomly selected group of respondents in each of the 206 regions. We thus do not claim to report the 'absolute' value of QoG in any given region but rather an estimate of the total population. Although, in theory, any number can be chosen, we select a margin of error at the 95% confidence level. After obtaining the margin of error based on our sample size, we then can calculate the distance around the estimates of QoG for each region.
To be precise, there are two ways to go about calculating the margin of error for survey data -an 'exact' confidence interval and an 'approximate' confidence interval. The former takes into account both sampling and non-sampling errors, while the latter only random sampling errors. While the 'exact' interval may be more precise, we find the advantages of the 'approximate' confidence interval to far outweigh the drawbacks, in particular with respect to the efficiency and time saved in the calculation. Moreover, we have no reason to suspect that there is any bias in certain groups being excluded or not being forthright in their responses, so compensating for such error is simply beyond our reach. Thus we report an 'approximate' confidence interval for each region's QoG estimate.
We begin by assuming a normal distribution of the sample so that we may use the Central Limit Theorem. We know from basic statistical probability that in a sample 'x', 95% of the area of a basic normal Bell curve are between our estimates (µ) 1.96+/-the standard error As shown in Figure 5 , each region will have their own individual margin of error based on the consistency of the estimates for each of the 16 aggregated questions in the survey. Regions where aggregate responses to the QoG questions are inconsistent (e.g. citizens feel that that the services are impartial, but lack good quality) will have higher margins of error than those regions where citizens rated the quality, impartiality and corruption at a consistently high (or moderate or low) level.
The mean margin of error by region is 0.32 with a standard deviation of 0.09. The three regions with the greatest level of certainty are Stredni Cechy (CZ02), East of England (UKH) and Severozapad (CZ04) with 0.153, 0.167 and 0.175 respectively. The three regions with the margins of error around their estimates are Severoiztochen (BG33), Kosovo (RS23) and Bucharest (RO32) with 0.596, 0.650 and 0.666 respectively. Figure 5 shows the full range of countries and regions with confidence intervals around the estimates of the EQI 2013 16 . The highest ranked region is the small, island, Swedish speaking Finish region of Åland, which shows to be a positive outlier; while the capital region of Turkey, Ankara/Bati Anadolu is ranked lowest. As QoG is thought to be a 'slow moving' variable at the national level, we would expect the same at the regional level. Therefore would anticipate that the regional scores from 2010 (again, a completely difference citizen sample) would be highly correlated with the 2013 data. Yet due to the inclusion of several new countries as well as the change in NUTS level for the Netherlands, we must take a few factors into consideration when comparing the two years because as with any index that standardizes the scores (as WGI and Transparency International's Corruption Perception Index do for example) the addition of countries or regions in later years can make arbitrary shifts in regional/country rankings if previous data is not adjusted. For example, in standardized data, adding 5 additional 'high QoG' regions from 16 Due to the fact that the margins of error are constructed using the regional data, there are no confidence intervals for the national level estimates, thus countries like Estonia or Malta do not have them. Finland can push down the score/ranks of other regions (even if such regions did not 'actually' decline in QoG) if we do not take into account this number of observation increase retrospectively from the previous round. Therefore, to fairly compare the rank of a region included in both round, such as Bavaria in Germany for example, we need to have the same number of units (regions) in both years, centered on the same number of countries. One of the advantages of our method is that we center the country EQI averages on the WGI data, which is available for almost 200 countries annually, thus we can in fact adjust to the addition of any new European country in subsequent years.
Thus, as is done with the WGI at the national level QoG data, we are able to make slight retrospective changes to the previous round of data when new countries or regions are included. We make slight adjustments in two ways.
First, when adding new countries, such Serbia, Croatia, or Turkey, we can we give the regions the national level score for 2010 EQI (e.g. 2008 WGI data) for calculation purposes to calculate comparisons between the two times periods with the same among of regions (however, the regional scores in the newly added states should not to be directly compared with 2013 data, as regional variations are assumed to=0) 17 . For two counties for which we provided national level estimates only in 2010, Finland and Ireland, the national average is simply used for each of the region NUTS 2 regions for the 2010 round.
Second, for the Netherlands, we substitute the NUTS 1 level data on the NUTS 2 regions for the previous round for comparability (e.g. NL11, NL12 & NL13 all get the score of NL1 for 2010). The two rounds of data in fact correlate very highly (at 0.94) and 88% of the variation in 2013 can be explained by the 2010 round 18 . Regions that lie over (under) the regression line are ranked relatively higher (lower) than the previous round. We find that the regions of Galicia (ES) and Athens (GR) have dropped the farthest relative to 2010, while Brussels (BE), Kujawsko-Pomorskie (PL) and London (UK) have the highest relative increase in EQI score.
Within Country Variation Figure 7
As with the 2010 EQI data, there was great variation among countries with respect to how much QoG regional variation was present. Figure 7 presents a rank order of the 30 countries in the sample and their respective regional distribution by EQI score 19 . The dashed lines show each of the five country cluster groupings. Similarly to the previous round, we find very little relationship between decentralization/federalism and the extent to which regions vary by QoG within counties. However, same as in 2010, we find that there is one noticeable trend -that no countries in the highest group (group 1) have any significant regional variation (with the exception of Åland relative to all other regions), while 5 out of the lowest rank seven countries do. However, relatively low-QoG countries like Poland, Hungary and Slovakia have no significant sub-national QoG variation.
18 In addition, as did the 2010 EQI, when checking for external validity of the data, the 2013 EQI correlates strongly and positively with the Human Development Index, GDP per capita, and social trust. 19 There are of course several more advanced techniques for showing within unit variation, as discussed by Shanker and Shah (2003), such as Gini or Theil indices, yet for the sake of simplicity, a simple distribution and min-max differences are put forth here. Aside from the visual in Figure 7 , it is recommended that scholars look at the regional estimates using the margins of error to check if divergences within countries are meaningful. We show a few examples in figure 8-11. Figures 8-11 show regional (and country) estimates along with margins of error. First, in Figure 8 shows regional variation among Dutch regions independently. Here there are meaningful administrative duties and popular elections at this level of sub-national government; yet we find no significant differences in any of the regional estimates.
In France (Figure 9 ), we observe one 'stand out' region, Brittany (FR51, Bretagne), which ranks significantly higher than 16 of the 26 regions in France. On the other end, a group oversees regions along with Provence-Alpes-Cote d'Azur and Corsica rank significantly lower than most other region in the country. Figure 10 shows the Belgian regions in the context of two of its neighboring countries with similar languages from the first two figures. We find that the French speaking regions of Wallonie and Brussles much closer resemble the lower third of French regions in terms of QoG, while Flanders (BE2, Vlaams Gewest) is nest within the grouping of Dutch regions. We see that meaningful distinctions are not found in only countries with many regions, as we see the Flemish region of Vlaams Gewest -ranked among the highest in Europe -significantly higher than the other two majority French-speaking regions, Brussels and Wallonie; putting very much into question the utility of a national level estimate for a country like Belgium. These are consistent findings with the previous round of data. Figure 11 shows the country with the most significant regional variation, Italy. We see in Italy, there are 4-5 groups of regions, with a number of small regions in the north (Bolzano, Trento, etc.) that rank among the top 20% of all regions in the sample, while southern regions, in particular Campania, rank among the lowest in Europe.
EQI in Italian Regions
Conclusions
This report does not attempt to provide an exhaustive analysis of the new round of data, but simply an overview of several of the more salient aspect of the survey, data, methods and results around the latest round of the EQI. The data is provided free for scholarly use and is intended for researcher and/or policy makers interested in going beyond national level comparisons for several aspects of quality of government. The EQI (both in 2010 and 2013) offers for the first time sub-national level metrics of QoG which can be used to compare regions within and across countries. Country level estimates are also provided and can be compared with regional estimates when appropriate. Moreover, as was shown briefly here, there are distinctions in aspects of QoG across public sector services. Thus scholars looking to distinguish and compare various aspects of QoG; such as impartiality, quality, or corruption experiences and/or perceptions in different public sectors across Europe (health care, education, law enforcement, elections, etc.) can do so using this data. We see evidence here that although the broad concepts and services in which the indicators of the regional index are composed relate significantly, they do vary as well -Europeans make distinctions in QoG between education and health care as well as overall quality and corruption of services for example.
This report began with a discussion of the survey data and sample on which the EQI data is primarily built for 206 NUTS1 and NUTS2 regions. As QoG is a broad and abstract concept, the survey is wide in scope -it is focused on citizens (as opposed to experts) and primarily captures their perceptions and experiences with corruption, quality and the extent to which three primarily regionally administered (oftentimes) public services are delivered impartially -education, health care and law enforcement. In addition, the index includes a question about elections and media impartiality. The regional data is centered on national level estimates of QoG provided by Kaufman et al (2009), and the methodology for doing so was briefly taken up here.
Several new countries and regions were added to the 2013 round of data and the data no include all EU28 countries as well as Turkey and Serbia/Kosovo. Yet, the results for 2013 are remarkably consistent with the sample from 2010 and, although there are several noticeable changes in certain cases, the two rounds of EQI data correlate at 0.94. The data are highly robust to alterations in the construction of the index.
We find, as in 2010, that after considering the margins of error around the estimates, that regional variation within countries varies significantly. Again, Italy is found to be the country with the widest divergences, and in 2013, followed by Turkey and France. Several others, such as Belgium, Spain, Portugal and Bulgaria all have significant QoG variation among their regions. On the other hand, countries such as Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden, and Slovakia have no noticeable within country variation. Even federal countries such as Germany and Austria display vary narrow margins among their regions. Thus we argue that in some cases, national level estimates of QoG may be appropriate (when countries have no significant regional variation), but at other times, the national level estimates can be very misleading, under (over)-representing strong (weak) regions.
Appendix 1
Please cite any use of these data as follows: Note: EQI10013 is the EQI score re-scaled from 0-100.
Appendix 2: Supplemental materials and underlying data correlations 99 Don't know/Refused ** Efficience3 will recode D4 in 3 categories (low, medium, high) at end of field **
D5.
As far as your current occupation is concerned, would you say you work in the public sector (a public sector organization is either wholly owned by the public authorities or they have a majority share), the private sector or would you say that you are without a professional activity? 1 Less than 10,000 (rural) 2 10,000-100,000 (small town or city) 3 100,000-1,000,000 (large city or urban area) 
